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The following are the final results from the quantitative research which tested new 
packa ging alternatives for each Virginia Slims packing versus the current pack designs. 
Tfrg^ obiectjVp of this research was to determine which packs are more appealing to 
consumersTas well as to learn mor e about the br and" and product imagery communicated by 
eacl rpiPkagin g graphic. 

Overall, the ^pngep nade to the packs wer e subtl e. The VS logo was the one element that 
was modified across all packings. On the full flavor and lights menthol and non-menthol 
packings, both the colors of the stripes and the placement of the brand name were changed. 
On the ultra lights non-menthol packing, only the logo was changed while on the ultra 
lights menthol pack, the colors of the stripes were also modified. The colors of the stripes 
were also modified on the 120* s packings. 

MetlLod-O-logy. 

A total of .^98 f emale Vir ginia Slims and competitive 100 's smokers, age s 25-54 . were 
interviewed i n 15 g eographically dispersed markets with high SDI 's for Virginia Slims 
from April 16ffi through May 20th, 1996. Half of the smokerswere menthol and half 
non-menthol. Readable bases of full flavor (194), lights (202), ultra lights (101), and 
120's (101) smokers were also obtained. Both central location (mall) screening and 
tel ephone pre-recruiti ng using names from the PM databa .se were used to identify these 
smokers. 

Each respondent was exposed, one pack at a time, to the new Virginia Slims pack design 
and the current pack design. The packs shown corresponded to the flavor and tar level of 
the respondent's regular brand (e. g., menthol full flavor smokers were exposed to menthol 
full flavor packs). 

Upon exposure, respondents were asked to rate each pack separately on overall opinion as 
well as on a specific number of measures. Both packs were then placed in front of the 
respondent to get their overall preference, preference on specific pack-related attributes (VS 
bug, color of the stripes, and placement of the name), as well as ratings on various product 
and imagery attributes. In addition, full flavor and lights smokers were asked to state a 
preference for packings one tar category below their regular brand. They also rated these 
packs on various image attributes. 

The new packaging alternatives for all Virginia Slims packings were very 
well received by all smokers. All of the new packings, in both menthol and 
non-menthol, except 120's, wenT significantly preferre d to the current 
designs by both VS and competitive smokers. The new 120's packings only 
slightly outperformed the current pack as both were extremely well-liked by consumers. It 
appears that the new VS bug was driving consumer preference as a sizable number of 
smokers in all smoker groups stated that the bug was the reason they preferred the new 
pack. 
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In addition to being preferred, the new packs seem like they could improve the imagery of 
Virginia Slims. Nearly all of the revised packs outperformed the current versions on the 
positive image dimensions. While both packs were most often described as high quality, 
feminine, and a pack my friends and I would carry, th e new packs were perceived to be 
more stv'lish^. s^Dhisdcated>-.&v&.-catching. a nd in most cases, appe aling to young adults 
than the current pack. In addition, the revised packs wxf^ fess lfer 7"tybTdesiaibt^hsT»ld- 
fashioned, boring, and cheap loo king than the current pack. fTi'e revised packs were also 
perceivedToTe more feminine and prissy than the current packs. It is important to note, 
however, that these packs were most otteTr described by the positive attributes such as 
classic, stylish, sophisticated, and eye-catching. 

For all packings, smokers felt that both versions evoked positive product cu es including 
light, smooth, and flavorfu l, while neither was described as harsh or strong. However, the 
iKW packT sornewh at outperformed current on these attributes. 

Therefore, it appears that, although minor, the revised ’VS’ bug, position of the name and 
color of the stripes seem to improve both VS and competitive smokers’ perceptions of the 
packs. The changes both update and modernize the packs, thus offering an opportunity to 
enhance the brand's image without jeopardizing the current franchise. Additionally, 
changing the pack seems to present little risk, as l ess than 10% of smokers, (both VS and 
competitive! dislike the new packs. 

P-g tai ieiLEi ml i.asQ.y._Ea£Ji Log. 

Non-Menthol 

Full Flavor 

Non-menthol full flavor smokers expressed a significant preference for the 
revised pack. All of the elements on the new pack — the color of the stripes, the 1 VS' 
bug, and the placement of the name on the revised packs - were significantly preferred by 
both VS and competitive smokers. Additionally, all smoker groups liked the new packs 
substantially more than the current. 

The revised non-menthol full flavor packs outperformed the current pack on several of the 
imagery ratings. 

• The new pack was significandy more likely than current to be described as 
classic, stylish, eye-catching, and "fits my personality". 

• In contrast, the current pack was rated higher than the revised in terms of being 
old-fashioned and boring. 

• Although the new pack was given higher imagery ratings than the current, both 
packs were viewed positively.on several key dimensions such as feminine, high 
quality, unique, for young adult smokers, and for everyday/down-to-earth 
smokers. 

In terms of product attributes, both packs connoted a smooth, satisfying, and flavorful 
cigarette. Neither pack was described as harsh or strong. Competitive smokers tended to 
rate the new pack significandy higher than current on satisfying, smooth, flavorful, and 
light. 
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LigM 

The non-menthol lights pack was equally well received. Like the full flavor 
pack, VS smokers' preference for the new pack was stronger than competitive smokers’. 
Furthermore, both lights and full flavor smokers preferred the revised packs considerably 
more than the current pack while lights smokers liked the new pack significantly more. 
Once again, all of the pack elements on the new packs were significantly preferred to the 
current pack. 

Among both total (lights and full flavor) smokers and lights smokers only, the new pack 
evoked a more positive imagery than the current pack. However, both packs performed 
well on many positive attributes such as "a pack my friends and I would carry", for young 
adult smokers, contemporary, and high quality. 

• Significantly more Virginia Slims and competitive smokers rated the new pack 

as sophisticated, stylish, fits my personality, and eye-catching. The revised pack 
was also seen as more feminine and prissy than the current pack. 

• The current pack was more likely to be described by both smoker groups as 
cheap, old-fashioned, and dull, although less than one-quarter of the smokers 
described it as such. 

Both Virginia Slims and competitive lights smokers felt that both packs evoked positive 
product cues including light, smooth, and fiavorful. However, the new pack once again 
outperformed current on these attributes. 


UltiaJighis 

Ultra lights and lights smokers also preferred the revised pack to the 
current, although overall likeability levels among ultra lights smokers were 
similar for both packs. In general, 3 in 4 ultra lights smokers liked both packs. 


Despite the fact that only the logo changed on this packing, similar to die other packings, 
the revised pack was rated significantly h ig her than the current pac k on the majority of the 
attributes such as sophisticated, stylish, and eye-catching. 


A sizable number of non-menthol lights and ultras light smokers rated both packs 
as being high quality, for everyday/down-to-earth smokers, for young adult 
smokers and feminine. 


Once again, considerably more smokers considered the revised pack to be 
prissy than the current pack . 


Despite the fact that the revised pack received higher product ratings than the current among 
ultra lights smokers, both packs communicated a light, satisfying, smooth, and flavorful 
cigarette. 


I2Q1& 

The new 120's pack was only directionally preferred to the current, with 
VS smokers significantly preferring it and competitive smokers showing no 
clear preference. The 120's smokers were significantly more likely to pr efer the new 
jjjSklsJogo, while they were s plit evenly on the stripe colors. Both packs were rated 
equally high in terms of their appeal. 
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The imageiy ratings were somewhat different for the 120's packs relative to the other 
packs, with few significant differences perceived between the two. This is not surprising 
given the very high ratings for both packs. 

* The only significant differences were for feminine, high quality, for young adult 
smokers, and prissy, all of which were rated higher for tire new pack. 

Neither pack communicated strong or harsh, although the current pack was more likely to 
be described this way, while the new pack was more often perceived to be light, flavorful, 
and satisfying. 


Menthol 

Full Flavor 

Similar to non-menthol smokers, menthol full flavor smokers expressed a 
significant preference for the revised packs with VS smokers showing more 
of a preference. Menthol smokers preferred all of the elements on the revised pack. 

The new pack also had significantly greater appeal than the current. 

The revised full flavor menthol pack was consistently rated significantly higher than the 
current pack on the imagery dimensions. This is especially true of VS smokers. 

About half of both VS and competitive smokers said the cigarettes inside both packs were 
smooth, refreshing, flavorful, and satisfying. However, once again, the new pack 
outperformed current on these attributes. On another positive note, the majority of smokers 
said that neither pack connoted a strong or harsh cigarette. 


Lights 

The menthol lights pack was equally well received. Both lights and full flavor 
smokers preferred the revised lights menthol pack significantly more than the current pack. 
Lights menthol smokers also liked the new pack significantly more than the current. 

Similar to the non-menthol pack, the revised menthol lights pack received significantly 
higher imagery ratings than current on nearly all dimensions. 

Many Virginia Slims and competitive smokers rated the revised menthol pack higher than 
the current pack in terms of being stylish, sophisticated, "fits my personality", and eye¬ 
catching. 


• Once again, the revised pack was seen as more feminine and prissy than the 
current pack. 

• Both competitive and Virginia Slims smokers rated the current pack higher for 
being old-fashioned, cheap, and boring. 

The revised lights menthol pack was rated higher than the current on all of the positive 
product attributes including light, smooth, and refreshing. 
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IHJtt.aJUig.hts. 

Ultra lights menthol smokers, especially Virginia Slims smokers, also 
preferred the revised pack. However, a sizable number of young adult smokers 
(38%) and competitive smokers (30%) expressed no preference between the revised and 
the current packs. In general, ultra lights smokers liked both packs equally. 



Ultra lights smokers expressed no preference for the colors of the stripes, but 
significantly preferred the new VS bug. 


As with the non-menthol pack, the revised ultra lights menthol pack was rated higher than 
the current pack only on nearly every attribute. 


Similar to the non-menthol packs, both menthol packs were seen as being high 
quality, for everyday smokers and contemporary. Many Virginia Slims smokers 
also rated both packs as being feminine, a pack my friends would carry, and for 
young adult smokers. 


* More of both VS and competitive smokers rated the current pack as cheap 
looking, boring, and old-fashioned. 

The revised pack gave better product cues than the current. However, both packs were 
rated by the majority of smokers as communicating light, refreshing, smooth, satisfying, 
and flavorful cigarettes. 


Overall, about half of the 120's menthol smokers preferred the revised pack 
compared to the one-quarter preferring the current. While the majority of 
competitive smokers preferred the revised pack, Virginia Slims smokers were split evenly 
between the revised and die current (Note: Small base sizes). Both packs were liked by 
approximately 8 out of 10 120's smokers interviewed. 

Unlike the non-menthol 120's pack, the imagery ratings for the menthol 120’s pack were 
similar to the other packings. 


* Menthol 120's smokers rated the revised packs significantly higher than the 
current on several dimensions such as stylish, classic, eye-catching, 
contemporary, sophisticated, and for young adult smokers. 

• The current pack was rated significantly higher in terms of being boring, cheap 
looking, for older smokers, and old-fashioned. 

Both the current and the revised packs were perceived to be a smooth, refreshing, and 
satisfying cigarette. The new pack was more often described as a light cigarette than 
current. 
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